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BY o
Peter F. Prout has done a considerable amount of.

. research on community schools. In 1976 he.wgote a
repoit on Emerging Commmnity Education Deyeldpments in
Canada for the Inter-Departmental Community School .
Committee of ‘the Government of Alberta. The folloying -
year he received his Ph.D. from #e University of Alberta;

- the subject of his dissertation was "General and Specific
Environmental ‘Conditions in Relatign to Community
Education Developments in< Canada's Provinces and
Territories." -

N

- '

Dr. Pfoﬁt is now the Associate Director of the
Community School Development Center, College of Education,
Western Michigan University, Kalamazoo, yﬁchigan.
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The fact that both educators and citizens have shown an
increasing interest in the community school indicates a (

need to study the idea more closely and to estahlish a
sound empirical base from which community school's in
Canada can be promoted, if desired.

The information contained in this booklet is based
on a national survey undertaken for a doctoral dissertation
at the Univérsity of Alberta. Data.were obtained through
a questionnaire and interviews. Respondents for the study
included deputy ministers of education in each province
. and officials’in the territories, as well as others
considered "most knowledgeable' about their government's
involvement' in facilitating the development of compunity
schools in €ach province and territory. Fifty-seven
respondents returned questionnaires and a total of eighty
, beople were interviewed.

The report is an attempt to a) identify common, - .
characteristics of community schools in Canada, b)- identify
"reasoms for regional differences in the nature of
community schools, and c) suggest possible courses of

-action when developing community ssbools.

. ] -’—\
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INTRODUCT TON

>

Describing a "typical" community school in Canada is :
not ap easy task. The country's geographlc, demograph}c
and economic diversity is stronglysreflected in its
community schools.” In addition, the influence of community . - . t
school development in the United States is evident in many '
‘areas. Any attempt at ignoring this fact reminds- one of
the story of the Australian aboriginal who recelved 'a new
boomerang for Christmas and spent ‘the rest.of the year
trying to 'throw his old one away - o s

It.is a fact that many of our communlty schools have
been modeled up American examples .and eur response to this-
. should not be ti? 'stick our”heads in the sand (or snow),

- and Ignore it.' Rather, we shotild carefully examine the
‘American model within its own context and, ther decide upon
those traits we cqn§1der transferable to particular regions__.

“of Canada. T - m . = %

3 B .o !

The American 1nfrﬁ/oce appears to take three broad ,
= forms. The ‘most subtle (some would dispute that”it s S
_ subtle) is undoubtedly the wide use of Amerxcanﬁteﬁt ons
and journals in-our univérsity and coliege courses. “ - .
Student teachers, for example, read about glamdrous . NN
community schools in Amerlcan 11terature that 15'usualgy RO . e
exhortative in nature., We c&nnot deny‘that there is " .7 -
emotional support for 'the community school ideal in. the . ;
United States, but, will the beg1nn1ng teacher find-the <7

same support 4in 1n1tfat1ng communlty school progrﬁm -in
Canada? AN Y= -

s - - - . '» - ‘ ’ ‘
Are. the, soc&al prvblems of the United States, which -
are often expressed through “thair: schools, also evident 4in t. :
Canada? ' "It~ seems/ that - ‘many_gommunity schools in thé Bs. o o
are estaBIished in response to so/}ptal needs that . are not
present in most of Canada."v

2

J.~- s Tz
- W s AT
AN =N e -

e TN
N




%4
[ 4

”

A second factor which has had a bearing on community

. sthool developments in a number-of reglons in Canada is the

: ififluence of the Flint (Michigan) Laboratory. The Flint .

. School Board in conjunction with the National Community

Education Association cénducts a series of workshops and

' 1nternsh1ps for educators who wish to initiate or improve .

N upth community school activities. "Many Canadian educators,
.including teachers, principals, superintendents and school

. Jtrustees,-have participated in the Flint program and have

; ~ -~ spent some time visiting Flint community séhools.

oo e )

The third factor intluencing Canadian communlty school
. d&velopments is the practice of inviting prom1nent American
\ , community educators as keynote speakers, at Canadian \
*community schook conferences. These sp akers are usually
eminent educators who eulogize communIty scKools in the .
United States.

.
g

- Otigr ggctors, such as legislative and financial®
"support.of Community schools by State Departments.of *
Education, and the massive financial grants of numerous
foupdatls%s to scheel districts operating community schools, ---
@pha51 Ze the 1mportance of carefully considering all aspects
community schools in the U.S. before we attempt to,
duplicate American examples in a vastly different Canadian <
oL sett1n° - s .
- I would hasten to add that we should not ignore the -
. - wealth of experience we ¢an gain from studylng American
R community school activities. However, “after reading -
American literature, visiting American community schools
and listening to American community educatgrs, the
important questidns we should.ask ourselves are: What
shrould be the purpose of comnunity schools in Canada
and how much of the information we gain frop studyiag T
- American community schools can we apply to our situation
in Canada? How should our community schools différ from
s American community Schools? . — )

» - b e e .
. —
. ° .
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" [THE FLINT STORY

| .
JHAT IS A*COMMUNATY SCHOOL?

~
.

In answeriqg this question it is éppropriate that we
examine histomkcal and current’ features of community
schools in Canada and the United States.

[N

)

)
A BRIEF AMERICAN EISTORY

The scommunity school concept in the United States
borrowed ideas from the Settlement House and Playground
Movements, both of which grew in popularity-at the turn
of the twentieth century. The term "community school"
began_to appear ;nkthe 1930s and was applied to schools -
that had two distinct emphases - service to.all groups
in the community, and -the discovery, development and
use of a coy?nﬁ;y's resources as part of the educational

< facilities of the schgol. The community school was seen, °
as the product of 4 shift from the progressive_school

idea of John Dewey, where a child-centred curriculum wase

stressed, to a life-centred program.

-
-
+

v -

In Flint, Michigan, .a community school program began
in 1935 when a wealthy industrialist, Charles Stewart Mott,
centributed §6,000 from the Mott Foundation to Flint public
schools. This money was used to encourage the public to

..make greater use of school and community facilities. '
- _,Y M

Flint schools today continue to receive substantial
-gfants from the Mott Foyndation. These grants enable the
Flint School Board to add community&facili%ie§,to their '
schools and to offer wide-ranging edugational, recreational
and social services to citizens of Riint. Consequently

“Flint community schools have become popular "models" to ¢
visit. . . : ~ )

* Two administrative innovations in the program distin-
guished Flint community schools from the early years. fThe
‘first was the position of ‘community school director (or

(4 9 l - *

8
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\ co-ordinator or leader) - established to co-ordinate the . ,
regular and extended programs of the school. The other was
the ietrdduction of a community school advisory council,

¥ A typical council is composed of* representatives from the
regular teaching gtaff of the school, representatives from
each group o1 club'which uses ,the >chool neighbourhood

~ business men and women, clergy, students and neighbourhood |,
residents. The council's purpose is to act on behalf of
the ncighbourhood. After listening to the problems and
“needs.of local residents, the counc1l recommends suitabie
community action.

Both of thesé innovations are generally accepted
- {philosophically) in Canada beecause they enable close
school-community worklng relationships and they help the
community school truly serve its community.” The extent
to which the philosophy is practised varies markedly
across the country.

B T

~

' - MEANWHILE, IN CANADA...
A few proponents and many critics'of the community
. school in Canada believe it is the rebirth of the "Lighted

Schoolhouse', idea that was popular, particularly in.the
. prairie prov1nces, during the 1930s. The Lighted School-
house was often a one-room rural school which served as a
, pepular community meeting place. However, it falls short
— of the community-school ideal of the 1970s in three ways

First, the Lighted Schoolhouse was used as a community
meeting place in the evenings and this function had little
or no effect on the day program for chlldren. Secondly,
- - people who were reached through evening 'programs were
- usually those who constantly took advantage of other

resources in their neighbourhood and probably had the least .
. .'need of extra activities. Finally, the Lighted Sthoolhduse
failed to st1mu1ate community action.

A .

Communlty school proponents today believe that gﬁe .
., community schopl 1s a vehicle through which citizéns can
launch community-initiated projects and that it can be
| used to provide a wide range of social services, with .
! evening programs constituting only a fractiomof the total.
| ) community school operation. - ]
} S ?‘ * . .

- FRIC = - o .
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Ironically,.tﬂe social action-role of the commufii ty
school has been precipitated partly by the consolidation of
smaller school districts. Through consolidation the Lighted

‘ Schcolhouse and the '"sense of community" it represented was
lost; many people believe we are now witnessing a move in
Canada to rekindle that community spirit and cohesiveness .
+ » through community school programs. This aim to get people
together seems to be the one common thread binding community \l\
schools from coast to coast.
" < . .

For the most part,.the descriptions we have of community
schools in Canada are provided by groups and individyals who '
are responsible for initiating community school programs.
An overview of Canadian literature reveals that, communi ty
schools begin by offering "activity" courses for adults and
senior citizens in the cdymunity. Typically these courses
are avocational and recrea¥ionil and they are g¢onducteg -
by volunteers’ from within $he community. Participants in
these programs ‘usually pay’ a registration fee to cover
administrative costs. In many cases school boards assist f
these programs by meeting additional maintenance costs. - .
When this is not the lase, people have to pay a hjgher A
registration fee. . i

]

- High school completion programs for adults rece;Ve high

priority in community school programming, and enrichment
cogrses for school-age children and youth (music, drama,
recreation) also receive special attention. '

. 3
‘' Once adult programs/are establisked, the community- : ) ‘
School leader forms, a school-community advisory council.
This council monitoXs, the need for further programs. The
community-school leader assumes the role of information
officer for the advisory council dlthough he or she sometimes
acts as spokesman for the council in discussions with
teachers, principals, school boards and other cdmmunity
groups and agencies' &2
The community-school leader im Canada is dormally a
certified teacher or a recreation specialist wWho may have
some tedthing duties,in  the classroom’. It seems generally
preferred, however, that the community-school leader be free
of these duties. There are different arrangements across
Canada for .providing the leader's salary. Usually, howeven,
the school boards or the recreation boards pay the salary,

- : i
- Q T 1_[) ‘ -
" ERIC - o .
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- . or these two agencies share the cost. )
*  There is much variation in' the use of instructors for
community scheol programs. Some activities have to be led
by trained personnel whereas others can be conducted by
community volunteers. It seems to depend upon the™
discretion-of the community-school leader and the attitufle
of the school board whether instructors for non-specialist
courses receive any salary. Recreation-oriented programs
are often led by specialist§, such as apt teachers, or by
trained personnel in city gympasia and Pecreation cEptres

Facilities' f6r community school p rams can range from
school buildings to city parks and neighbourhood centres.
. .In recent.years there have been a féw schools built with
commurity use in mind, but they are the exception rather
than the rule. Costs and planning of these community-
oriented schools are often shared by school boards and-
' other communlty agencies. - -
A rationale for the,development of compunity schools * ~.
in Canada has been suggested by Jack Stevens. (1)

. Steveﬁs, who has been a leading communlty school
propofient in British Columbia, says that; as expensive
public facilities, schools should not be left idle for

“almost 50% of, the’ time. He also believes that community
schools have the potential to atilize many human and
physical respurces of the community and, in so doing, )
serve as catalysts in community development. Stevens
envisions a commugity school thdt is used by the general
public in, the evenings amd on weekends, that takes
advantage of all available resources in the day-to- -day :
operation of  its K-12 program, and that offers a variety
of recrgazional and avocational programs to adults.

e
. - .
As a classroom teacher, and later as a school-community -~
-~ e
. . 4i >
—— .

(1) Jack Stevens, "*Community, Schools," Educatzon Canada, *
Vol. 14, No. 4 (Dec 1974) -

G 211 . o
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‘co-ordinator, Stevens:was instrumental in establishing

nume rous; comnunity school programs in British Columbia. .

' '
7

VIt is not just educators, however, who .have campaigned

“ fot the development of community schools in Canada.

Recreatiom authovities in many communities across the country,
. for example, spearhcaded the community movement to lobby
school boards for community use, of schools. Local recreation
“boards have co-ordinated community recreation activities
in Canada for many years,  and access to facilities 'such as
school buildings increases the potential and numher of
-optional programs that can be offeted to local communities.
‘Provihcial and,territorial recreation departments and local
recreation boards have indeed been instrumental in the deve-
lopment of commuﬁity schools in many areas of Canada, and
community recreation specialists should continue to take an
active role in the future of community schools. .
/ .

-+ *. The Coady Institute of St. Francis Xavier University

-

B

¢

E

at Antigonish, Nova Scotia, has also contributed to the
dévelopment of community schools in Canada. Its influence
is generally confined to the.Atlantic provinces. One .
example of this influence is the Rural Development Council's'
community schools in Prince'EdwaN| Is'land. These community
schools werg startéd by a group of TIslanders~who were
impressed by the ''people power' teaching of* the' Community -
Development Program at the Coady Institute.  The Rural
Development Council's original aim.was to provide public
_forums or meeting places through the community schools.
*'As this"idea grew in popularity and, the demand for
programs increased,‘the community schools' activities were
. broadened {significantly. ’ . e
-~ A , - ’\ L]
. Similérry, initial moves to Y{aunch community schools
in Newfoundland and parts of Nova Scotia were stimulated ‘
by the\commqpigy de?elopment teachings of the Coady .7,
Institute. ) Yy :

* .

To recapifufgte, community schools, as we know them K
in*Canada in the 1970s, have been modeled to some degree
upon similar developments in the United States, but the :
have .a1s0 evolved as a result of regional and social .

demand§ within Canada. o

*
. SR .
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schools in Canada has been the number of comm1551ons

) communlty schools 2

¥

N L4
A final important, faltor ir the history of cdmmuni;y

and reﬁorts that have made recommendat1ons regarding .

their establlshment across-the country. (7 . T .
- M . .

REPORTS OB COMMUNITY SCHOOLS IN.CANABA ) . R

1971: Bill 27 in Quebec éstablished school commiétees
and parents' committees. Specifically, this 1971 Act -
contained guidelines for the activities of sthool .
commlttées 5hdaparents' commlg;ees, and it outlined the .
regulatlons provided by the' Education Act concerning the
“composition, operation .and financing of these committees.
The committees were’ establ;ﬁhed im an attempt to rekindle
the spirit of community involvement in Quebec*% schools.

e

1972: The'Worth Report (2) from Alberta outlined
the funcq;ons of a community school and suggested that
serious con51derat10n be given to the developmentebf

-

. 1973 In an Albertd publlcatlon entitled Share It
(3) a case for the JOlnf use of school and community
facilities was prese ted. A ministerial committee in
New Brunswick ca}lgd for, greater co-operation and ; .
cs<2§d1naglﬂn 1n/develop1ng community facilities and an
increéased use of “school ‘facilities by the publlc “4) - .

P

»

~ . N

(2) Alberta. Commission on Educational, Planning. 4 Choice
of Futures. (Worth Report.) Edmonton: Queen's Printer,
1972. ) . .

(3) Share It; Spme Approaches to the Joint Use of " Communzty
Facilities. Edmonton® Alberta Departments of ﬁducat
and Culture,’ Youth and Recreatlon, 1973

. 3 .
» (4) "A Ministerial Commlttee Report on the Public Usé of
School Fdcilities in New Brunswick. ﬁ,.Unpubklshed report.
Frederlcton Government of New Brunsw1ck 1973, - .
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1974: The Graham Report (5) , from Novh Scotia
recommended that the school rather than the school system
ould become the bdsic educational unit and that citizens,
rough school councils, should have a ‘greater voice in
sdhool affairs., In British Columbia the Broom Report (6)
«noded the need "for legislation and schdol board policigs
regarding community use of schools, and it suggested that
the total costs of school plant operation” should be
classified as extraordinary expenditure and hade eligible
. fof provincial, grants.

K -
s

%
A

pe " An .extremely “important boost was given’ to .the community
schdol movement by Ontario*s Minister' of Education, <
Thomas L. Wells, at a conference in Londony, Oritario. (7)
In a speech the Mimister confirmed his government/s support
. of commurity schools and he outlined specific steps .the _ |
*government would také to assure their continued development:,
' ] N —_ Y

1975: What happens .next 1s up to.you (8) was the
‘last of a series of reparts coficerning theMstatus of
comnunjity schools in Ontario. The .implicatiyns of this
Teport ‘were important not only to Orntariox b
other parts of Canada, - ’

’

(8) Nova_§zbtia. Royal Commission on Education, Public
, Services and Provincial-Munitipal Relations. Report,

Vol. III: Educatéon. (Graham Report.) Halifax: Queen's
Printer, 1974 ‘ o

(6) Leisurg Servicés in British Columbia. (Broom Report.)’
Victoria: rQueen's Printer, 1974, -

(7} Thomas-L. Wells, "Réhgrks to. the Ontario Communities ‘
" and Schools Conference",-London, Oct. 1974.

(8) Ontario, Legislative Assembly. Select Committee on
the Utilization of Educational Facilities. What.happens
next is up to'you. Final Report. 1975.
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1976: A report entitled Synthesis and Suggestions (9)
contained recommendations related to the role of Alberta's
prov1ﬁ§ial government _in facilitating the development of
community schools in that province. This report is the
summary of five major rgsearch projects.that were conducted
on behalf.of the Alberta government's Inter-Departmental
Community School Committee. The major findings of those
reports are as follows:
Rdberta Driscoll (10) found thgt community schools in
Alberta were perceived primarily as school facilities
that are open to the co ity for community-based program-
ming of all kinds. Formal®agreements related to the joint -
use of school and community facilities were investigated .
by Rex Bea&h. (11) He discpvered a wide variety®f such
agreemeitts that appearéd to operate effectivelyin
,particulgx_ég%tanges.-gAq*extensive analysis of goveinmentf
policy rglat@d to “communitfy schools”was carried out by =~ .
" A.R. Murra¥. (12) KeiEﬁ'Sullivan (13) found that a 'largg

. .
\ * .

9 :&. Glyn Robexts, Synthﬁgis and Sudgestions; Project .
¢ Summgry Report. ,Edhon;on: Community Education Project. B
Inter-Departmental Community School Committee, Government
of Alberta, 1976. . . )
N * . A . ‘ h
(10) Roberta H. Drisce®ll, Informed Thought, in Alberta
Concerning Community "Educatien. Edmonton:£¥Communi£y .
Pducation Project. _Inter-Departmental Community School M
'Commitéi?, Government of Alberta, 1976. ~ -

(11) Rex Beach, Alberta Joint'Use Agreements; An Analysis.
Edmonton: Community Education Project. Inter-Departfiental

. \Fommunityigfhool‘Committee, GCovernment of Alberta, 1976.

o
° r

-

e

_(12)  A.R. Murray, Alberta GovernmentsPolicy Related to
Community Educa¥ion. Edmonton: Community Education Project.
Inter-Depaitmental Community School. Committee, Government ~ '
of Alberta, 1976. ) ‘ ‘.

> w ~ v

< (13) Keith Charles Sullivan, Alberta Copmunity Schools;

An Analysis. Edmonton: Community Education Project. Inter-
Departmental Community School @pmmittee, Governmemt of ¢
Alberta, 1976. )

(XY
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“number of Alberta's $chools were considered community .
schools by superintendents", and he reported findings on
numerous parameters related to differences between' community

“and "aon-community' schools. On-a national basis Peter
Prout(14) discovered considerable\differencgs in the
definitions apd nature of cemmunity schools. He also
reported that provincial and territorial governments
adopted varying policies regarding their support in
principle of community schools. Included in these policies
were guidelines £or funding and organizational structure -
best suited to the development of community schools.

IN SEARGH OF A COMMUNITY SCHOOL MODEL .

{
- The host'hidelg

accepted (in the U.S.) description
of commnity education is given by Jack Minzey. (15)
Bri®fly, Minze¥ claims that the K-t2 program is only g
part of the total community education and that the whole
community should be involved in planning a K-12 program
relgvant to their area. «’

The other three elemenfs‘ihag constitute the !'program"
components of Minzey's definition of comnunity education
are;: the efficient use of all community facilities for

instructional and recreational purposes;

the provision of

» additional programs—for school -age children and youth; and
the proyision of similar programs for adults, - ~

“The two ”protézgﬂ\iomponents are the delivexy and ",
and commyni ty

The latter is normally characterized by
) . » .

co-ordination of community services,
involvement,

’

o ‘V.t‘ ¥ i&
“(14) Peter’F. Prout, Emerging Commﬁ/
ments in Canada. Edmonton: Community E

o

° ) %
Education Develop-

ducation Project. .

Inter-Departmental Community School Committee, Government

of Alberta, 1976. i
(15) Jack Minzey, "Community Education
Community Edueation Jourmal, Vol. 4, No.

-~

»

f

~“Another Perception",
3 (May-June 1974).

o




z . \ : T N .
the appointment of a school-com dgzz;?cp;ordinator and » -
the formation of a school-community advisory council. - .

i,

In proposing th&se components:Minzey notes that .
schools are \common public agencies found in every ) -
ne1ghb6urh and, as such, théy have become the main : .
vehicle inq¥h United States t rdugh which communlty ’.,‘}
education h een delivéred. ) o

4 ' L . t
Minzey's, atclaimed treatisé¢ on community educatjon was %h,
used by Sulli {16) in his jattempt to develop a _
mathematical stale for stati tically measuring the essential |

elements of L unity sch ol Sullivan's study was

- conducted in ‘Albe¥ta and it/marks the first attempt at .
N ’emplrlcally tésting a number of components that have been .
. accepted without e t3n51ve research into their suitability .

( Can a

The implemdntation of Minzey' s Jldea has not 6:)Eeen
_easy jin the United States and this fur her emphasizes
the igportance o clearly understandln "the community. .
. edugation-comkunity SChOQI arrangement in the U.S. . o
. before we attempt any largé-scale duplication of American
" community schools An Canada. Do we actept Minzey's :
definition of commuhity education arld {the expanded role of '
his community school? What role shduld a community school
» play in Canada and how do we measure Ats effectiveness?

A . ) , ) -
v i pETROSPECT \‘ S 3

. The communlty school in Canada has been mentioned . '$5;§%§
oy favourably in important commissiofis and ministerial reports; ‘¥
there have bgen a number of researqh projects conducted o

that dealt with community school developments; and there
are numerous afticles to be found in periodicals that
descrlbe community schgols "in varipus parts of the country.

. In all of these writings, however, important issues have
‘been raised in relation to community schools.”

* (16) Kelth Charles Syllivan, "Community Schools: ,An )
Analysis of Organizatjonal and. Environmental Characterlstlcs
Unpubllshed doctoral 1ssertat10n. Edmonton: Unlver51ty
of Alberta, 1976. g ) \
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' Who should be involved in planning new community :
schools? Who -should share the cast? Who pays the community-
school leader and what qualifications should he or she

. have? Who meets the additional administrative and
maintenance .costs associated with community schools? .
. - \ "
e These are only a few of the relevant questions.
' ; .
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A FOCUS ON 'CANADA

< .
3. Deputy ministers of education and other key government
personnel see community schools as: community development
agenc1es, public forums, schools utilizing existing

e commun1ty resources, schools that are responsive to.

mmunity needs, or even schools that simply exist
p ysically in the community. "

-, These people aiso believe that (a) joint use of school
. and community facilities, (b) community involvement in
plannlng and conducting the K-12 school program,
(c) providing activities for adults, and (d) community
involvement in school decision<maKing and identifying
communitys problems are 'more important aspects of community
schools than additional programs for.children and youth
and using the community school as a delivery point for
various community services. .
IS E?' -
More spec1f1cally, they identified the following
activitiés as those most important®for community $chools -
in Canada: . -

1.” The irfvolvement of citizens in school affairs. This
includes the use of community members as instructional
resources, the 1nput of citizens into curriculum
development, and a sfared community-school respon51b111ty
for' the general behaviour of youth ,

2. The utilizatién of school and communlty fac111t1es in
the instructional process of the K- 12 program and in

’ prov1d1ng communlty school programs.

Prov1d1ng services to people in more ways than regular
schooling. . This implies the use of schools, after
normal’school hours, as community facilidties for
recreational and avocational programs.

R
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's gcademic K- 12 program can ?eflect in part'the
{c needs, of a communlty This 1is partlcularly
thtue of ‘communities in-the North,and in-some®ethnic
communities in the larger cities of Canada.

- ’

5. Provi ng(basac educatlon and h1gh school completion
programs for adults. .

»

6. 'Practising and promoting democracy in a communlty
was also nd'ted as an important characteristic’ of a
community school. This point is related to the first
one made, in that ‘citizens are encouraged to par¢1c1pate

in school affalrs .

- i

According to these officials,‘achieving the above
goals largely depends upon fhe undermmjgdlng and support
of .the community school by school “ad strators (including
superintendents)}, school board officials, teachers, a
significant segment of the communlty, department of *
ministry of education bfficials, and personnel from other
government departments or ministri S-

Once we have 1dent1f1ed a number .of spec1f1c
characteristics of community schools 1n\Canada as well as
the people who will be affected by them) we can turn to a
number of factors that must be considered during the ~
implementation of the community school activities.

.Failure to do this, and a lack of understanding of basic

organizational’ characteristics, often leads to.frustration
fo¥ community schopl proponents and. the goals of a
community school will not be achieved.

ORGANIZATION THEORY AND COMMON SENSEr’ !

One of the greatest problems encountered by communities
1n their attempts to develop community school’ programs
1s their lack of-dﬁderétandlng of the way institutions
work. A community school is part of a g#ater educat10na1
‘enterprise and it cannot” develop proﬁrams without - !
‘affecting 'the larger organization in some way. The
departments or ministries of education in Newfoundfand,

‘

“
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Nova Scotia, Ontario, Manitoba, Alberta and the Northwest
Territories recognized this fact *and made organizational ’
adjustMents .to-accommodate™changes that community schools
precipitate.

B

.Slmllarly, community-school leaders and their advisory
countils must recognize that lasting and important changes
in our educatiomal systems should be well planned and -
caréfully executed. Many people do not understand the
mechanics of a large organization like a department or -
ministry of education or even a largeﬁschool board, and
when they want some change implemented they "want it now"
Community school proponents need to understand hoW school
boards and departmi nts oz ministries of education operate,
and they must respect the domain of other social service
organlzatlons They need to takg care not to become™

"empire builders."

On the other hand, government agencies have contributed
to some of the problems which community schools encounter. ’
Government departments have sometimes been acqused of |, -

-seemingly "competing for clientele" by offering large
sums,; w0f money in the form of grants to communities. A
éf of institutions and agencies have also resented *
comﬁﬁnlty schools' encroachlng upon their domains and
others have been somewhat wary of the communlty becomlng

involved in their professiops. % . ’
) ) These are not the only p1tfalls for fledgl1ng >
community schoo] supporters. .
P

Thé additional funding associated yith community
schools is a major barrier to their continued growth. - -
School boards and departments ‘or ministries of education
are not prepared to meqt-All the costs involved in
community school development, particularly when the
community school is used by many different community
groups. In any case, community schools should not depend

on outside sources for their funds. This is antithetical
_to the community involvement ideal and it makes future
planning difficult, -
f—

‘Where do the extra funds fof’malntenanCe and \\\J
adm1n15tr§t1ve matters come from’ _

.
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This problem can be tacklied prigarily.through joint
use agreements whereby school boards and other agencies,
such as recreation boards and city governments, arrange
"to use all neighbourhood facilities on a cost- -sharing -
basis. There are numerous ways of structuring these JOlnt
use agreements, ) ¢ N

\

Examples in Canada include agreements between school
boards and-city governments, For example, the city builds,
‘ say, a.sw1mm1ng pool, on school grounds. The school then

~ uses the pool«during school hours and the city recreation
department uses it after school hours. In these instances

the c1t%;i;;;}ly‘f3kes responsibility for maintenance costs

-

n’ return the land. In other instances the parties to

‘a joi se agreement w1ll charge each other a nominal
" fee" ta cover additional cosfts. . -

ob)ect1v§ £ a}1 these agreements is to make
35e of all ommunlty facilities at the least -
pos ble add1t10nal ost to-any one orgg§fization. -
Volunteer help in communlty schools obviously keeps c?sts

- “down and is in keeping wigh the "sense *of community",
Qf .the goals of a commun y school. e -

one.t
-,

Community school proponents must also realize that
‘thejr efforts to establish programs will be enhairced 4if
sehgbl Boards' consider commynity schodls as a, pr1or1ty
tment or m1n15try of education gu1de14nes in alpost,
all regions of Canada permit school boaxds to open thedr’
-//schools for- community use. However, this-does npt
ﬁ. automa tically-mean Phat school boards and, in many, cgses,
~} schoo?rprlnCLpals ﬂ;ll sancg;on and support community _

- gsshools

\ ™ -

ard work and careful planning

"~y representatlves ‘and other individuads or
groups is important.t.Quite often school boards have to

bé conv1\ked of the wofﬁh of community schools, and those
campaigning for them musﬁ,ﬁPend long hours_collecting
fact$ and building a case. Eart1cular&attent10n should
bé’paid @ presenting a cask ifthich does ‘hot involve )
additional funding, ny school superintendents and .
school bogfd administrators-are already struggling

with budgetary. constraints and they cannot’possibly support
community schbvols f1nanc1ally Most school boards, however,

232323
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are open to plans that can be accommodated within existing .
R budget7ry and organizational guidelines.
/ A common miscondeption about community schools is 7
o that they are most 'successful" in densely populated
.- urban areas. This, in turn, often leads to the belief v
that they are only useful in serving lower income .
groups and that upper and middle income groups, will not
support community school programs, Although it is true
that community schools are valuable public forums for
lower income groups, many government officials have . o
; indicated that community school activities are ga1n1ng o
| ¢ support from all levels of society. 2 L. ; ‘

| . In fact,“a number of school boards have sponsored
334,- communlty schools in areas of declining school enrolments,
particularly in middle class arcas of young or small .\
families. The empty rooms ¥esulting from decrea51ng ¢ ‘o
. enrolments are made available for communlty usp,ﬂpartlcuLarly
for pre-school activities. .. . - .

¢ -
-

- - ) p N—, * »
. ¥

< Community schools in many rural areas suffer from a.
. lack™sf community support because-of 'their geographical’ ,
location; they are too distant from their clientele. -

\

. In thegforthwest Té%fitories, howeve% the school is
™ * often the#Only large communltx,centre in a partlcular
) area and it is a "perfect" model as a community school. '
The schools in Hutterite colonies in Western Canada are
| - also excellent models of '"community schools'. In the
« small f1sh1ng villages of-Newfoundland, community schools
serve to bring the inhabitants together, whereas ip large
cities they are often a means of helping people intain
cultural and ethnic identity and of breaking c1t into
©  manageable units. — . ..
In theirsattempts to meet the needs of many people, -
community school advocates should be cautioned that, other -
institutions are also providing commun1ty services and
-~ community schools should be, careful not to duplicate .these. »
" Often,, community-school leaders can refer the needs @
of communilty groups to other agencies. This calls|for
co-operation and co-ordination among all commugity, city
- government and provincial government agencies that are .
~ involved in meeting community rieeds. . ) .

O . . 24
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This matter of co-operation and co-ordination among -
agencies broduces an interesting paradox in some regions
of Canada. ,For examplg, "departmgnts orxiiﬂistries of
education expect schogE boards to co-operate with other
local agencies in maifitaining community ‘school programs.
School board authorities counter that there seems . little
point in their cB-operating with other local authorities
when: their funds and directives “come from the department
or ministry of education. This impligs:that the efforts
of provincial governments in promoting community co-operation
) and co-ordination of services at the local level are .
wasted unless they‘demonstfgte leadership in this regard.
* . . '

v A~final point to be considered during the initial

; stages of developing a, community school is the 'socio-cultural
nature of the community. Canada's cultural mosaic is s
beautifully reflected in many of its community schools.
Peoplq's.de ands and neé&ds vary culturally, and this fact
alone implies that it is impossible to develop a
Atfuctured model of a community school for Canada.

This is
. not td deny that certain principles, thoroughly tested
through research and practice, would apply, but it dees ’
mean that community-schodl leaders must be sensitive to
the Speéific‘ngeds of their community’school's clientele.

s In summary,community schools in Canada use all the
community resources possible in providing community-
oriented programs, including the K-12 program, basic
education and high school completion programs for adults;
and they involve all citizens in democratically deciding

s upon extended services for the-overall bendfit of the

- community. These activiti®s and the "sense of community?
that community schools attempt to“foster are the most _
common characteristics of community schools in Canada.

3

~

Y

The obstacles that sometimes prevent the further
development of community schools include the lack of
financial support and commitment to the goals of a
community school, a lack of understanding by community .
groups of, organizational $tructures and processes, and

. @ misunderstanding of many political, legal econdmic, °
demographic and socio-cultural factors that impinge upon.
orggnizations that are affected by community school

'4
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Tﬂg regional kharacteristics of community schools in
Canada are best understood by briefly examining some
of the unique structures and functions of community
schools in each province and territoty. -
! 1
- CROSS-COUNTRY SYNOPSIS £
. Newfoundland: Community schools were influenced by .
the Coady Institute's community development teachings. °
They were initiated to bring small communities together

. in an outreach style and they rely upon volunteer teachers
for many programs.

<

Prince Edward Island: The Rural Development Council's
"public forums" formed the basis for P.E.I.'s community
schools. These schools were also 1nfluenced by the Coady .
Institute an thelr prima alm was to discuss ways of v
improving Island living. s :

. Noya Scotia: Thé Division of Continuing Education,

_ Department of Education, sponsors community schools jin
Nova Scotia, Community schools have beencmodeled ;%ﬁewhét. *
on fhe Flint example, alghough the influence of ‘the¢ Coady
Institute is noticeable,;. The Department of Recreation's
Little Red Schoolhouse Prcgram offers-potentlal for meeting
the diverse needs of cg?mun;tles, and educatlon and

\recreatlg? officials are’ discussing terms of Teference.

r kol .' \ .

New Brunswick: Schooi boards are currently werking n .
on joint use agreements with ¢ify recreation ,epartments. -
“(’ Y €
. Quebec: . The legislation é&eating parents' committees
and school committees was meant to rekindlie a spirit of

. involvement in Quebec's schools after school district’
Sonsolidations. Most community school'agtivities are
oriented towards yecreation.

.

. Ontario: The Minis%ry of Education sanctions and
,encourages the development of community schools through
. the Community Schools Unit of the Curriculum Branch, and L

the Ministry's nine regional offices of education. Schdol
boards operate many communlty schools that are modified
versiong of the Fbint model. nature of the schools'

programs and activities varies markediy across the province.

/
-

-
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Manitoba: . Community Schools tend to be programmed
for the inner city and emphasi2e spcial services. .
Experience in the U.S. has been an important influence in -
Manitoba. The. Rural Educational Alternatives Program is.
" being copverted by the government into a community schools
network to serve rural areas.

”

.
s

Saskatchewan: The extensive comnunity college services
in Saskatchewan have outpaced community school developments
'to date. -

v’ ~

h 3

Alberta: The Alberta government's Inter-Departmental
Community $chool Committée has conducted extensive needs
surveys and evaltmtions of existing community schools, and
'iﬁ'basing future planning upon the fiﬁdings of its studies.

\/yocal education authorities are attempting to monitor needs
in the commurity and recreatidn boards are co-operating

» with school boards in establishing joint.use agreements
for all community. facilities. © e

prqvince is generally

¥

.
o .

British Lolumbia: This

recognized a$ the first in C

anada to systematically develop

community schools.

clasirgom teachefs a
eXperiences .were inv
"in other parts of th

-

Leadership in this effort came from
nd school principals, and their
aluable .in developing' community schools

e’ country.

Exténsive use o

community

f
facilities, wide-ranging community services .
support characterize B.C.'s community school

7~

Yﬁkon{1 Federal invélvemept, land cléim; di
and ethnic ‘differences have made it difficult gp- develop .,
a suitable community school model in this region. “+

«

—,-Q.( - ‘. . - N

" Northwest Territories: Community schoo
adopted by the Department of E
components of the educational

«Territories!

have been
ducation as integral -
system and many of the

e

<

A& -CANADIAN' TDENTITY

Auong the major differences affecting Canadian and -
U.S. communify school development is the fact that :
. Yegislation in Canada generally- concerns local authorities,
and agencies while legislation in many Ame'tican states was

5 7.

k4

dé%ignedggo allow state and-f;%gsgl ;nv%}vement in.commuRity
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sbhoo%s‘are perfect’models of community schools.:
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schools. This involvement has been in the form of
channeling more state and federal funds into community
schools, whereas the Canadian direction has been to
maximize the use of existing facilities and resources.
is 1mportant to add, however, that American attitudes
towards funding community schools are based upon the

belief that long-term benefits will accrue. This vision

is not widely held in Canada. “

It

Canada's cultural diversity contributes to the unlque

" ,developmen® of community schools in this country. In

’Newfoundland for-example, the community school "provides

3 link between iSolated fishing communities and brings
fishermen tégether to share ideas. Similarly, the

Northwest Territories' community schools wéld communities

together and prov1de common meeting areas, as do the
COmmunlty schools in P.E.I.

By contrast, Toronto's community schools help
subd;v1de large urban areds into smaller identifiable
. units which are.usually of ethnic orjgin.
4 L <

1 Community sghools in other parts of Canada fit.

somewhere along this continu They range from the
. linking nature of Newfoundlan s community schools to
+"  the antl-conglomerate nature of communlty schools in

densely populated areas. -

- o
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'WHERE TO FROM HERE? .

'y
oy . ..

If community schools are to become an integral .part
of our educational system, rather than be simply a passing
fad, there are some,essential steps that must be taken to

sassure their survival. i _ .

i
"

>

1 believe it is critical that school boards éugport

the idea and that' school trustees age consulted during’

the planning stages of community schools. As well as \
school trustees, other community representatives and »
additional groups should be involved in 'establishing
community schodls - classroom teachers and school principals,
local recreation authorities, local business men and

women, -church leaders, officyits of city or district -
'governments, and representatives of social services who '
operate”across the proposed community school's jurisdiction.

One of the most contentious issues related to communi ty
schools in Canada is the appointment of a community-school
leader (or co-ordinator). Should he or she be a certified
teacher? Should he or she have part-time classxoom
teachisg duties? Who pdys the leader's salary? Why not

a

oint recreation leaders-.as community-school leaders?

None of .these questiens seems to be adequately addressed:

in Canada.
~’

\ -

.
\

E

-

[ individuals

-~

In my opinion communi;gﬁéchool leaders should have
a thorough understanding of basic eorgdnization -and
administratiye concepts, fhey should have some background
in community development, and -they must be energetic
with a personality suited to working with
people from all walks of life.* Communi tyzschool* leaders
need a master's degree or its equivalent?gw , .
+l am corivincgd that -this most important position. -
cannot be adequately filled by.anyone who does not} posses
- -2 - o N

- - H

- X -~ ' . f

.
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, the qualifications and background I have outlined. In
fact, I suspect ‘that many‘of our problems in community
schools today stem from employing community-school lead®ss
who do not understand basic community development and

" administrative prigciples. To throw well-meaning pedple
into this position without adequate tFainirig is folly
indeed. 1Y

The questio? of salary can be resolved provincially
or even regionally, but I believe we should encourage
well-qualified people to accept:the full-time pesition
of commgnity-school leader.

One of the first duties of the leader
community school advisory ecommittee. This
be representative of all groups within the
its first: task, under the direction of the

is to form a
committee should
community, and
community-

school -leader, should be to initiate activitips that
would appeal to a large section of the .community.

As people begin, to take advantage of these activities
a detailed assessment of needs can be conducted, along
with a survey of all services and resources that are
available in the community.” Ultimately the commun4ty-school
leader should match community needs with available resources
and introduce new programs or services only where necessary.

The primary functions of a community school, then,
are to direct people to available services and to make
maximum use in.its ipstructional program of all resources.
We have invaluable human resources in our “copmunities that
we could be tapping to improve the quality of instruction®
in our schools. o

¥ - Obviously, the development process will be slow,_ and

“  needs té be well planned. The community-school leader
must keep school pr1nc1pals and classroom teachers fully
informed of projected activities, %nd he or she must
ensure that all groups and agencies affected by community
schools are working to co-ordinate their services.

Schools in Canada are bé€ing increasingly consideréd

as valuable community resources and the need for government
personnel, school trustees, educators and community
representatives to discuss the purpose and activities.of
community schools is paramount. Seminars and workshops for
- . . » . N
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informing school trustees, educators and the community
of the role and.structure of community schools will
help their future development. ,

- PR

 d . [4 ‘

N Maintaining a constant dialogue among all concerned
with community schools will develop trust and
confidence among the groups with vested interests in
community service. In much of the literature about
community schools people ask questions and make statements
like:  ‘"Whatever happened to community spirit?" "Why
aren't people involved anymore?" "Joe Citizen doesn't
care about a 'sense of community' today."

Y

-

These observations seem to be symptomatic of a déeper
problem: namely, that many people fegl alienated fxom the
large organizations and institutions that constantly touch
their lives. It is not that they have lost interest in
their communities; rather, they are bewildered or :
disgruntled by the seemingly impregnable organizations
that dispense so many'%ommunity services. Community
school advisory councils in the United ‘States are advertised
as '"people helping people." Through the advisory council
people can articulate their problems and concerns. Generally
it is one of their neighbours, not an Smpersonal service
magically appearing from a "government organization", who
responds. ;

. ~ -~

We have lived through tﬁ% "future shock" of the 1970s

and, as predicted, it has left people confused and disoriented.
Many low income families, for example, can list numerous

. representatives of wvarious social service organizations
(including school counseliors,  classroom teachers and
school principals) who come to visit thef about one
particuldr problem. As a result of all'these visits, )

. people may become more confused than when they first

' encountered the problem, The community school is seen’

as ome organization through which people’ can regath a
sense of control. ’ .
- .

. ¥hy not assign to one agency the task of monitoring
the needs of a community'and then matching those needs
with the most suitable service available? The most common

, agency in every neighbourhood is§a schoql.

In- an age of spiralling capital and maintenance costs

,; T 430 ,
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»many organizations are centralizing their services while {
we continue to build ﬁeighbourhood schools. Why not
.build multi-puzrpose buildings on a.cost-sharing Qasis and .
decentral1ze all social services? These neighbourhood

_centres would be within easy access of most people and ‘
many social service organizations could co-ordinate their
activities more effectively. .

The school w1th1n this.community c;yhre would have
almost unlimited’resources for its educ#tional program.
Children could gain work experience in the various business
apd social service organizations in the neighbourhood and
the s¢hool could draw upon the expertise of community

and professional personnel. {

Many of these ideas are already in practice in some
parts of Canada., To assure the.continued growth of '
community schools, energy and enthusiasm are requ1red
coupled with sound judgement and planning by respon51b1e
comnunity leaders.

-
*
~
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